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discussions or advice of the board should in-
volve matters that have a direct and predict-
able effect on an adviser’s financial inter-
ests, he is recused from taking part.”” The
problem is that currently, only your ethics
officer receives the disclosure forms, so only
he or she is in a position to assess whether
the rules and safeguards being laid down by
Mr. Perle are being followed. Increased scru-
tiny and review of these filings would no
doubt lead to greater public trust and con-
fidence in your Defense Policy Board.

The alternative is to face a continuing and
damaging disclosure of the potential busi-
ness conflicts of the Board Members. Just
yesterday, my own investigation revealed
that Perle is on the board of directors for
Onset Technology. Onset is the world’s lead-
ing provider of message conversion tech-
nology. The company’s customers include
Bechtel—a government contractor widely
considered the leading candidate for rebuild-
ing the lIraqi infrastructure and Raytheon
Company which is a provider of defense elec-
tronics including the patriot and tomahawk
missiles. | also found out that Perle holds a
directorship in DigitalNet, a Virginia-based
communications company with Army and
Defense Department contracts.

To the extent you are concerned about
public disclosure of this material, | would be
willing to develop a procedure whereby it is
reviewed in confidence. As a matter of fact,
several members of my staff have obtained a
security clearance.

I would appreciate your office responding
to this letter at your earliest convenience.
Please respond through the House Judiciary
Committee Democratic Staff, B-351-C Ray-
burn House Office Building, Attn: Perry
Apelbaum/Ted Kalo, tel. 202-225-6504, fax 202-
225-7680.

Sincerely,
JOHN CONYERS, JR.,
Ranking Member.

Madam Speaker, this may serve to
end the ongoing e-mails and other in-
formation that I am getting asking me
to ask about this, that, and the other
thing. In other words, Madam Speaker,
if they were to make voluntary disclo-
sure, this would put an end to all of
this, the public could be restored in
their confidence, and we could move
ahead with our business.

The one matter that is a little puz-
zling is why Mr. Perle would resign as
chairman but remain as a member of
the board, as if the same ethics re-
quirements do not apply to every mem-
ber of the board as well as the chair-
man. If he feels inclined to explain
what motivated him to step down as
chairman but remain on the board, I
would love to be edified by what led to
that kind of action.

What we are doing is trying to move
this along. The Secretary of Defense,
who nominated Mr. Perle, can expedite
this by making these kinds of disclo-
sures, as well as Mr. Perle himself. So
it is in the spirit of cooperation and re-
sponsibility as the ranking member of
the Committee on the Judiciary that |
urge my friends in the Defense Depart-
ment to accommodate this humble re-
quest.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. DAVIS addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks

———

PRESSING ISSUES IN AMERICA’S
WAR ON TERROR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, | am
joined on the floor tonight by a group
of Democrats who feel very strongly
about the need to be sure that our Na-
tion is prepared to defend against ter-
rorist attacks and to respond in the
event we have a terrorist attack on our
soil.

As we speak tonight, we know that
our young men and women in uniform
are risking their lives fighting for our
freedoms and liberty in and around
Iraq. They make us very proud by the
sacrifices they are making on behalf of
our Nation, and we are proud of each of
them and the commitment that they
are making on our behalf.

None of us on this floor would dare
suggest that we not provide them with
the very best in equipment, the very
best in training as they enter into that
battle. We know that our men and
women in uniform shall do the duties
that we have asked them to do.

We know that we fight a war tonight
in Irag, but we also know that we are
engaged in another battle here at
home, the war against terrorism. We
became acutely aware of that battle on
September 11 of 2001, and in the 18
months since al Qaeda struck in the
shadows, or from the shadows, and de-
clared war on America, we know that
we have a changed world.

Just as we prepare for battle in Iraq
and arm our young men and women
with the very best in equipment and
training, we know that it is important
for us as Americans to arm those who
will fight the battle here at home
against terrorism with the very best in
equipment and the very best of train-
ing. Tonight we will address some of
the issues that we think are pressing
on our Nation in order to prevail in the
battle against terror.

On this floor tomorrow we will de-
bate a $78 billion appropriation supple-
mental bill to fund the war and to pre-
pare America to fight the war against
terror at home. Tonight we will hear
several Members from the Democratic
side of the aisle share what we believe
to be deficiencies in the proposal that
will be debated tomorrow, because we
firmly believe that our Nation must be
prepared not only to defend against
terror, but to prevail against terror.
The Democratic Members of the House
have a plan, a plan to win the war on
terror.

It is my pleasure, Madam Speaker, to
yield to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), who serves on the
Committee on Homeland Security, to
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speak to one of the issues that is so
critically important, the issue of nu-
clear power plant security.

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, |
want to thank the distinguished rank-
ing member from Texas, who has the
same laryngitis | do, for yielding to
me. | appreciate his leadership on this
very important issue.

Madam Speaker, | rise to discuss my
continued concerns about security at
the Nation’s commercial nuclear reac-
tors. Since September 11, 2001, intel-
ligence officials have amassed a crit-
ical body of evidence suggesting terror-
ists intend to strike our nuclear infra-
structure. Plans of U.S. nuclear facili-
ties discovered in al Qaeda caves dur-
ing U.S. military operations in Afghan-
istan provided perhaps the earliest in-
dication that terrorists had not just
casually contemplated, but rather as-
siduously, studied the option of sabo-
taging a nuclear reactor.

In early March, fresh intelligence
confirmed our worst fears: Terrorists
continued to plot attacks against nu-
clear and other critical infrastructure.
Recent reports of a terrorist plan to
sabotage the Palo Verde nuclear power
plant in Arizona were sufficiently seri-
ous that the National Guard was imme-
diately deployed to secure the plant.

As disturbing as these revelations is
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s
failure to coherently address them. In-
deed, the NRC, the agency responsible
for ensuring the safety and security of
the country’s 103 commercial reactors,
has shown a remarkable unwillingness
to recognize post-September 11 ter-
rorist threats.

The commission flatly denied peti-
tions by citizen groups for reinforce-
ment of the spent fuel pools at Mill-
stone Nuclear Power Station, stating
““the possibility of a terrorist attack is
speculative . . . and simply too far re-
moved from the natural or expected
consequences of agency action.”

Over 18 months after the attacks of
September 11, 2001, the same old as-
sumptions about the size, tactics, and
weapons used by an attacking force, re-
ferred to as the Design Basis Threat,
guides serious security policies.

The NRC continues to presume a ter-
rorist force of no more than three indi-
viduals, with one passive insider who
would relay information to the outside
force, but not manipulate any controls
or even attempt to incapacitate plant
operators. The NRC further assumes
that the attacking force would not uti-
lize a vehicle larger than a Jeep to
transport and detonate explosives. The
Design Basis Threat is also built on the
premise that sophisticated weaponry,
including grenade launchers and
shaped charges, is well beyond the
reach of terrorists.

These flawed assumptions define the
conditions for NRC-supervised force-
on-force exams, in which security per-
sonnel must defend the reactors
against mock terrorists. They also gov-
ern NRC standards with respect to the
size, training, and capability of the
guard force.
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